Competitive advantage through safety compliance: smaller firm responses to changes in the Australian occupational health and safety regulatory context by Bahn, Susanne et al.
This is the author’s version of a work that was submitted/accepted for pub-
lication in the following source:
Mayson, Susan, Barrett, Rowena, & Bahn, Susanne
(2014)
Competitive advantage through safety compliance : smaller firm re-
sponses to changes in the Australian occupational health and safety regu-
latory context. In
28th Australian and New Zealand Academy of Management Conference :
Reshaping Management for Impact, 3 – 5 December 2014, University of
Technology, Sydney, NSW.
This file was downloaded from: http://eprints.qut.edu.au/80110/
c© Copyright 2014 [please consult the author]
Notice: Changes introduced as a result of publishing processes such as
copy-editing and formatting may not be reflected in this document. For a
definitive version of this work, please refer to the published source:
1 
 
 
Stream 6 HRM 
Competitive Paper 
 
Competitive advantage through safety compliance: Smaller firm responses to 
changes in the Australian occupational health and safety regulatory context 
 
ABSTRACT: Smaller firms are often viewed as resistant to regulation due to cost burdens. However, 
evidence indicates that for some compliance is beneficial under certain conditions. Drawing on data on 
attitudes and responses of smaller firm owner-managers to changes in Australia’s harmonising work health 
and safety context we report on smaller firms’ responses to these changes. Despite uncertainty due to 
incomplete harmonisation, many owner-managers viewed safety compliance as important and necessary to 
do business. Those with negative views still linked positive safety performance to business outcomes. We 
categorise smaller firms’ responses and in this sample most are Positive Responders. We suggest ways 
forward for policy-makers to support smaller firms in complying with occupational health and safety 
regulation.  
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In this paper we look at what smaller firm owner-managers think about the harmonisation of 
Australia’s occupational health and safety regulations. This is important as regulation is generally seen 
as a burden on smaller firms. Smaller firm owner-managers are vocal in their distaste for ‘red tape’ 
and the ‘regulation as a burden’ narrative is discernable across the media in relation to discussions 
about and actions to change regulation regimes (Barrett, Mayson & Bahn, 2014). While the purpose of 
regulation is to improve social and economic outcomes for business, society and the economy (Better 
Regulations Task Force, 2005), ‘regulation as a burden’ is a stereotype that paints smaller firms as 
non-compliers or avoiders of regulation. This avoidance narrative is particularly salient given smaller 
firm owner-managers’ suspicion of external changes that impact their own plans and preferences 
(Edwards, Ram & Black, 2004). Despite that suspicion, Sheehan (2014) argues regulatory change puts 
pressure on formalising practices in smaller firms (see also Barrett & Mayson, 2008), which may 
impact performance outcomes. Hence, our aim of this study is to contribute to the broader literature 
about how smaller firms are managed to improve performance outcomes.  
While the stereotype may be that regulation is a burden, research suggests regulation and 
regulatory change can motivate, enable as well as constrain behaviour in smaller firms (Anyadike et 
al., 2008, Kitching, 2006, Barrett et al., 2014). To highlight this in our data we use the framework 
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developed by Vickers, James, Smallbone and Baldock (2005) where smaller firms are categorised as 
avoiders/outsiders, reactors (minimalists or positive responders) and proactive learners in their 
responses to regulation. We believe it is important to gather evidence as it can show that those who 
subscribe only to the avoidance narrative, including regulators, may have misunderstood the motives 
and outcome of smaller firm behaviour in the face of regulation.  
In the next section we briefly outline changes to Australia’s occupational health and safety (OHS) 
regulatory context before we review the literature on health and safety in smaller firms.  In this section 
we highlight some of the reasons why smaller firms’ responses to regulation might be seen as 
avoidance. After outlining our sample and methods, we analyse the data gathered through semi-
structured interviews with 25 smaller firm owner-managers. We use the Vickers et al. (2005) 
framework to organise our discussion of owner-managers’ understandings of harmonisation and the 
problems and opportunities harmonisation presents for their firms. Finally, we conclude with some 
suggestions for policy makers wishing to assist smaller firms in responding to regulatory change.  
HARMONISATION 
Australia’s regulatory environment is complex and as part of an attempt to reduce complexity, the 
Council of Australian Governments (COAG) sought to harmonise state and federal laws to create a 
‘seamless national economy’ (COAG, 2013). Harmonising the state-based occupational health and 
safety regimes was the aim but not the outcome (Tooma, Titterton & Carnell, 2012; Windholz, 
2013).WA and Victoria remain outside the system and differences have emerged between the other 
states despite their new system being based on the model Work Health and Safety (WHS) Act. 
Although Queensland and South Australia adopted the harmonised legislation they have recently gone 
back to the contents and have under review additional revisions progressing through their state 
parliaments. The general opinion is that although the Act may in time fail, the regulations and 
guidance notes may continue. 
Harmonisation aimed to reduce the safety ‘red tape’ deterring business. It was anticipated that 
harmonisation would improve OHS performance in Australian workplaces as it would create a ‘level 
playing field’ by removing inconsistencies, costs and complexities generated by state-based 
approaches to OHS, particularly for firms operating across jurisdictions. Harmonisation led to a 
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model Work Health and Safety Act, created through consultation with stakeholders (Johnstone, 2008). 
National Regulations and Codes of Practice supplement the Act and management and enforcement of 
these Acts, Regulations and Codes remained the responsibility of the state-based agencies but 
overseen by the federal agency (Safe Work Australia [SWA], 2010; 2011a; 2011b).  
Harmonisation should have been completed by 1 January 2012 but has not been completed. WA 
continues to delay their response to the Model WHS Act and in light of the state’s business needs 
prefers to use the term  ‘modernisation’ rather than ‘harmonisation’ (OHS Alert, 10 July 14). Victoria 
refused to sign up, in part, due to the extra burden that could be imposed on smaller firms (Baillieu & 
Rich-Phillips, 2012; Pricewaterhouse-Coopers, 2012). In states with new legislation, differences have 
emerged, and in SA, NSW, Queensland and the ACT the laws are ‘materially’ different to the model 
laws (COAG, 2013). In Queensland and the ACT the discrepancies are gradually being removed 
(COAG, 2013). But this has led the Federal Government to signal a review of the model Act to 
improve its operation (OHSAlert, 14 May 2014). While harmonisation represented a ‘once in a 
lifetime’ opportunity (SWA, 2010) for improving WHS practices, it did present challenges to smaller 
firms. 
SMALLER FIRMS AND HEALTH AND SAFETY 
Smaller firms make important contributions to Australia’s economic growth, wealth, employment and 
innovation and are a particular concern for regulators who want improved safety performance (COAG, 
Feb 2011). Effective health and safety practices in smaller firms are critical to reducing the cost of 
poor practices on the community and the improving the long-term sustainability of workplaces, 
communities, regions and the economy. But improving safety practices in smaller firms is problematic 
in terms of cost, formalisation of processes and employment relations.  
Evidence shows regulation disproportionately affects smaller firms. In the UK, the cost of 
complying with safety regulations is seven times higher for the smallest firms compared to the largest 
ones (£111.59 per employee compared to £15.99) (Lancaster, Ward, Talbot & Brazier, 2003). While 
we do not have comparable Australian data, Access Economics (Jan 2011) specified differential WHS 
regulatory costs and benefits for firms of different sizes as a result of harmonisation. They suggested 
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nil to marginal benefits for single state firms (likely to be smaller), with only multi-state firms (likely 
to be larger) benefitting from reduced complexity (see also Windholz, 2012; 2013). 
Sheehan (2014) argues regulatory change puts pressure on smaller firms to formalise their 
management practices (see also Barrett & Mayson, 2008) and this has been the case with 
harmonisation. Managing safety risk requires internal management processes to be formalised as the 
model WHS Act, being underpinned by the ‘duty of care’ concept, requires employers to identify and 
implement appropriate measures to ensure a safe system of work for employees. Employers are 
required to exhibit due diligence in all activities, including the identification of risks and hazards in 
their operations; examine resources and processes to ensure a safe system of work; have a knowledge 
of health and safety matters; implement practices that facilitate a timely response to incidents and a 
process that enables full legal compliance. Other provisions allow workers and WHS representatives 
to stop work if there is exposure to any serious or potential risk (SWA, 2013).  
The resource poverty of smaller firms renders them vulnerable to regulatory change due to limited 
management capacity and expertise. Eakin, Champoux and MacEachen, (2010) found documenting 
risk was problematic in smaller firms with other studies pointing to problems relating to owner-
managers’ perceptions of risk and effective risk mitigation (Eakin, 1992; Holmes & Gifford, 1997). As 
Baldock, James, Smallbone and Vickers (2006: 829) noted, poor health and safety performance in 
smaller firms “is related more to the inadequate management of risk than to the absolute seriousness of 
the hazards faced”. These problems are compounded by reluctance to employ health and safety experts 
because of cost concerns (Pilkington et al., 2002). The challenges for smaller firms have been 
acknowledged in the National Work Health and Safety Strategy 2012-2022 (NWHSS), where 
provision of support for smaller firms is highlighted (SWA, 2011c).  
The lack of formalisation is also evident in human resource management practices and consultation 
processes (Barrett & Mayson, 2008; Cardon & Stevens, 2004; Mayson & Barrett, 2006). For WHS 
practice, this informality presents challenges as self-regulation is emphasised as is setting out goal-
oriented workplace responsibilities and duties in consultation with employees. Research shows that 
representative participation leads to safety improvements (Frick & Walters, 1998; Lamm, Massey & 
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Perry, 2006; Quinlan & Johnson, 2009; Walters, 2001), however representative processes will not 
work if formal training and unionisation are not in place. 
Despite these concerns, there is evidence that regulation is not a burden for all, and what might be 
negative for some may be positive for others. Rigby and Lawlor (2001) pointed to the positive 
influence of owner-managers’ safety values on the management of health and safety in their study of 
smaller Spanish firms. Other studies took into account the complex economic and social structural 
location of smaller firms, as well as owner-managers’ understanding of, and motives for action in 
response to regulation (Anyadike-Danes et al., 2008; Kitching, 2006; Vickers et al., 2005). This 
literature points to the need for understanding and explaining the impact of regulation on smaller firms 
in terms of internal factors, such as management capabilities and experience, management objectives 
and management structure, formalisation as well as context factors, such as competitive conditions, 
source(s) of competitive advantage and customers (Anyadike-Danes et al., 2008; Carter, Mason & 
Tagg, 2009; Edwards et al., 2004).  
To this end, Vickers et al. (2005) in their study of employer attitudes and responses to regulation in 
their study of 1087 UK smaller firms, distinguished four types of responses: Avoiders/ Outsiders; 
Reactors (Minimalists); Reactors (Positive Responders); and Proactive Learners. Avoiders/Outsiders 
are likely to be non-compliant, have little awareness of legislation and keep a low profile so as not to 
attract attention. This group exists at the margins of the formal economy, employing low-paid, low-
skilled and potentially vulnerable workers. They have little to fear from regulatory intervention or are 
unconcerned about adverse publicity if they are in breach (see also Baldock et al., 2006; Gunningham, 
1999; Nichols, 1997; Walters, 2001).  
Reactors are either Minimalists or Positive Responders. They comply because of the demands 
placed on them by their customers, supply chains or public procurement processes. Reactors 
(Minimalists) have low awareness of legislative requirements, view regulation as an unnecessary 
burden and often see safety as ‘common-sense’ and/or the responsibility of individual employees. This 
group are suspicious of external agencies and employ short cuts and/or dishonest measures to comply 
(Vickers et al., 2005: 1630). Minimalism might also result when firms are difficult to reach by 
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regulators (Baldock et al., 2006) or it is difficult to interpret the legislative requirements (Deighan, 
Lansdown & Brotherton, 2009; Fairman & Yapp, 2005).  
Reactors (Positive Responders) use external agencies, such as customers, suppliers and/or 
inspectors to ensure they are compliant with regulations. They have greater acceptance of regulation 
and good WHS is linked to ‘good housekeeping’ and/or customer care and a concern for staff welfare 
and retention (Vickers et al., 2005: 163). They are ‘good employers’ who are willing to engage in 
training but they want clear guidelines (Baldock et al., 2006). For this group, improved performance or 
innovation may be an unintended consequence of safety compliance. 
Finally, Proactive Learners have a sound awareness of regulation supported by formalised 
workplace policy and practice. This group are motivated to comply and understand the ‘business case’ 
for safety. Proactive learners may operate in niche markets where service quality and innovation are a 
source of competitive advantage. Proactive learners employ well-qualified and highly skilled staff and 
have a commitment to training and development. Anyadike-Danes et al. (2008) found complementary 
policy measures may enhance firm performance in response to regulation. For this group therefore, 
compliance could have a positive impact on performance. In the next section we apply this framework 
to understand smaller firms responses to the harmonisation.  
SAMPLE AND METHOD 
To understand what smaller firm owner-managers think about the harmonisation of Australia’s 
occupational health and safety regulations we interviewed 25 smaller firm owner-managers. Our 
sample was derived from the Industrial Foundation for Accident Prevention’s (IFAP) member firms with 
200 employees or less. (N=382). Telephone interviews were conducted in late 2013 and early 2014. The 
firms were diverse as Table 1 shows. Of the interviews, 11 were with managers from WA located firms, 
10 interviewees worked in an Australian business that operated in a number of health and safety 
jurisdictions, and five were from multi-national firms that operated in a number of health and safety 
jurisdictions.  
Insert Table 1 here 
Interviews were taped, transcribed verbatim and checked by each interviewee. Transcriptions were 
entered into NVivo for thematic analysis. The data analysis was a ‘fluid’ process of searching for and 
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categorising common themes and relationships between the themes. The initial reading revealed the 
key themes, while in subsequent readings a template approach (Miles & Huberman, 2002) was used, 
where the interview text was analysed using a guide constructed from the identified themes and 
categorised in NVivo.  
RESULTS 
We apply the Vickers et al. (2005) framework to understanding the smaller firm owner-managers’ 
stance in relation to regulation. By stance we mean their awareness of the regulation and attitude to 
safety compliance. We then identify relevant context that shape responses, including attitudes and 
actions of customers, suppliers and the workforce as well as the smaller firm’s competitive context. 
Stance: Awareness of harmonisation  
All interviewees knew about harmonisation. One manager described harmonisation in the following 
way: “...at the end of the day, to me, the intent of the Regs is the same now matter the wording. 
They’re there to obviously provide a safe a workplace as you can (29). However there was some 
uncertainty amongst interviewees and as one manager said: “…I am not familiar with it at this point. I 
am not 100% sure” (20). For those in smaller firms based in WA, while they were aware of impending 
changes, they were frustrated with the state not having yet made a final decision: “I wish they’d just 
do it or forget about it” (15) is how one manager expressed the situation. Another was annoyed 
because he wanted to make changes and get on with business, he said:  
I go to WorkSafe seminars and one of the reasons I go is to keep in touch. But it’s the same 
story, and it’s been the same story now for well over a year… ‘oh, it’s with WorkSafe and 
they’re considering it’ (12). 
 
Although all were aware of harmonisation, exactly how changed regulations would affect their firm 
caused uncertainty. This was captured in the following quote: “…unfortunately you don’t know what 
the impact is going to be until you know what the final legislation looks like and what those final codes 
of practice actually entail” (25).  
Stance: Responses to regulatory change  
Driving responses to regulatory change was that owner-managers saw health and safety as a critical 
business concern, as one manager said: “safety activities are a source of pride and I think competitive 
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advantage” (6). A positive safety record brought reputational benefits to firms. Moreover, by 
responding, owner-managers were addressing what they saw was their ‘moral’ responsibility towards 
employees. As one manager expressed: “it makes for a more pleasant and engaging workforce if the 
guys aren't cutting off their fingers and knocking their shins” (29). Another said, “We have to look 
after our people, we have a duty of care and that’s our prime requirement for any consultant we have 
working for us and also for our staff” (6).  
However, other aspects of shaped responses, such as the amount of ‘paperwork’ required. 
Reporting created problems for managers in engendering safe workplace behaviour because 
employees could get “a little bit numbed” (29). Being “over-inducted and under-engaged” (25) 
meant employees “think it’s someone else’s responsibility” (25). One manager identified the 
challenge as: “just having the paperwork in place, making sure that people here take it seriously” 
(10). A construction industry manager argued: 
There’s a culture in the industry of safety being a bit of a nuisance. What comes through that 
culture is that they don’t value it, they see it as an extra impost, something that somebody else 
has got to do, and that’s where the biggest challenge is (14).  
 
While owner-managers knew compliance was required, they perceived the cost of complying 
with health and safety regulations negatively. One said: 
…bureaucracy in this country and regulations are getting out of control. Keeping on top of 
them certainly takes up a lot of time and resources… you have to pay a fee to someone else just 
to keep on top of things… and whatever service they provide isn’t necessarily cheap (26).  
 
Another manager also commented on the cost of compliance: “There’s always a cost… a lot of that 
can revolve around staff training to meet criteria to get on site to customers. Some of it’s chargeable, 
some is not, but you have to be compliant. It’s always a cost” (20). 
Interviewees knew theirs was not the only view in the organisation and while one manager saw 
effective management of health and safety in a positive light, they were aware their senior managers in 
their organisation might have a different view: “I think senior management would probably say it’s a 
negative thing because it’s a cost and it’s kind of compliance driven, and that’s pretty much where it 
ends” (24). Indeed, the cost of compliance was seen as problematic affecting the ability of the firm to 
be competitive, as was evident in this comment: 
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Not that I’m trying to belittle or play safety down at all, but we have this huge cost that our 
competitors don’t, you know, safety costs unfortunately. We can’t compete with the rest of the 
world if we have all these massive costs and the rest of the world doesn’t. I know a lot of other 
businesses that are just struggling trying to handle all these costs (30). 
In summary, despite uncertainty about the impact on the business, there was generally a positive 
response to harmonisation. The responses indicated a general commitment to safety as one manager 
indicated: “We say we welcome change in safety regulations if for no other reason that it actually just 
starts to renew interest again in the area of people’s health and safety” (4). However there was an 
indication that harmonisation needed to do what it intended as this manager said: “I think there should 
be one set of rules for everyone. Then there’s no misconceptions or ‘I used to do it that way’. You 
know, I just think it’s easier if everyone does the same thing” (18).  
Context: Motivations to respond 
Interviewees offered insight into why they responded positively to the regulatory change. Managers’ 
assessment of the firm’s competitive context, particularly where there was strong competition 
influenced the way they responded. For those facing strong competition the positive attitude to safety 
was linked to the need to respond to customer demands. One manager explained: 
 
We’ve become a lot more aware and a lot more focused on what our obligations are. Originally 
our health and safety system here, although we had to roll down process from the group, was 
very much driven by [large oil and gas firm] because they were our primary client for many, 
many years. And they will say ‘look, if you want us to recontract with you for the next three 
years, these are the minimum standards you’re going to have to meet’. Obviously over the years 
those requirements have escalated quite significantly, but I don’t think that’s necessarily wholly 
a bad thing (31).  
 
 As another manager indicated, compliance with health and safety regulations was “part and 
parcel of our business, not so much just to comply with the regulations, but actually to be able to get 
our services out there” (29).  
A desire to do business with larger organisations prompted one smaller firm to stop using safety 
consultants (considered not a particularly effective approach to safety management) and take control 
of their own safety system:  
….it’s been only the last six months that I’ve been in this role, so they never hand anyone 
managing health and safety prior to myself joining the organisation and, I guess that 
[employing an in house safety manager] was largely driven by the opportunity to work for some 
of these large organisations (24). 
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 For another manager the fact that they worked with larger firms drove the nature of their 
safety system:  
A lot of their [larger client organisations] standards are quite onerous insofar as compliance 
with the standard of the equipment that we put on site, the standard of training, the standard of 
documentation and the standard of the safety management system, the environmental 
management systems...... they do drive our systems to a large degree, because of course as a 
small company it’s quite difficult for us to proactively push the systems at the same level as our 
major clients do. And so they drive our systems to a large extent because we want to continue to 
work for them (29). 
 
 Some managers could see that an effective safety system was a source of innovation that 
enhanced competitive advantage.  Others saw an effective health and safety management system as 
simply part of making general improvements in the business. For example, one manager argued: “I’m 
a great believer in designing systems that don’t cause you any great inefficiencies” (21). Another said: 
“no matter if it’s harmonised or not… there’s always improvements that can be made. No matter 
what, you can always do things better” (10).  
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this paper was to understand smaller firm owner-managers’ responses to harmonisation to 
explain why and how they respond as they do. Despite harmonisation being incomplete, many owner-
managers viewed regulatory compliance as being important and necessary for doing business. Those with 
negative views still linked positive safety performance to business outcomes. Using the Vickers et al. 
(2005) framework we show that most of the smaller firm in our sample could be categorised as Reactors 
(Positive Responders). These use customers, suppliers and/or inspectors, to ensure compliance with 
regulations and have greater acceptance of regulation particularly where good WHS is linked to ‘good 
housekeeping’, customer care and/or concern for staff welfare and retention (Vickers et al., 2005: 
163). Pressure from stakeholders means they tolerate regulation, as seen in these quotes: “in order to 
do business with those larger clients there’s an expectation that you have a robust health and safety 
management system in place” (24). 
Yeah, we have to [be compliant] because obviously some of our customers are larger customers 
like BHP, Alcoa…. and you have to have safety systems in place… our system has to be 
compliant so that before our people even get to site, we have to prove that we have some sort of 
system in place (20). 
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Pressure to be a Reactor (Positive Responder) was also evident for those who relied on their 
reputation and/or workforce as a source of competitive advantage. One manager suggested: 
Health and safety-wise we’ve put a lot of effort into having good systems, so my role is to 
implement them. So that’s helped quite a bit because in oil and gas, if you don’t have a good 
system you just can’t get work (12).  
 
These firms tolerated regulatory change when accompanied by clear guidelines and many owner-
managers or staff attended information sessions and shared values that reflected a desire to ‘do the 
right thing’ by their staff and ensure their workers’ health and safety at work.  
There were some Proactive Learners amongst the respondents. In these firms there was an 
awareness of the regulations and acknowledgement that compliance had a positive impact on the 
firm’s performance. One manager said: “safety is important in running a business… if you have got a 
good system in place then regulatory change shouldn’t impact so much” (20). Proactive Learners 
could be seen as those who were trying to prepare for regulatory change or were working to standards 
above and beyond the requirements of legislation. This was evident in some firms and may be related 
to the industry. One manager explained: 
…so it’s become part of our culture to take on safety and be very visible, there is nothing 
hidden…. you have to report everything to the regulators so from an OH&S point of view, the 
changes to the WA legislation won’t affect the oil and gas industry at all as far as I can see, 
because we are already doing that anyway… we are sort of step above what the regulators 
requirements are (6). 
 
Proactive Learning was also apparent in those firms which operated in global markets. For one 
manager this meant they complied with different (and higher) health and safety systems: “I’ve 
currently been designing our health and safety procedures to comply with OHSAS 18001, so what I 
have done is research the harmonisation regulations to try to build our regulations to suit” (21).  
 
CONCLUSION 
In this paper we found generally positive attitudes towards the harmonisation of Australia’s state-
based health and safety systems. We found that despite concerns and uncertainty over incomplete 
harmonisation, owner-managers generally had an overall positive attitude towards safety compliance. 
There was a desire to comply and ensure safety systems were effective.  
In order to build on this positive picture of smaller firms’ responses to harmonisation and in line 
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with Safework Australia’s concern to support smaller firms, we make the following suggestions. 
Given different stances to regulation and context-specific compliance motivations, smaller firms 
require a diverse range of clear and specific information about the status of harmonisation, especially 
in WA. Information should be clearly signposted and made available on relevant websites e.g. IFAP, 
SWA, and WorkSafe WA. Smaller firms with operations across jurisdictions require information 
about jurisdictional differences, as well as regular updates on changes within jurisdictions. Again, this 
should be clearly signposted and made available on relevant websites.  
Social media has a role in communicating information specifically targeted at smaller firms. The 
use of Facebook or LinkedIn may extend the reach of relevant information. To encourage smaller 
firms to become Proactive Learners, case studies could be provided to demonstrate the reputational 
and competitive advantages of good health and safety practices by providing best practice and/or 
innovative examples. Forums that enable managers to share their knowledge and experiences about 
operating in different jurisdictions may help to engender learning between firms and build a strong 
community of practice amongst firms. 
We note the limitations of this study due to the small number of responses. Potential bias is also 
acknowledged since smaller firms who participated in this study were members of IFAP and therefore 
networked with an organisation that plays a key role in providing information and training related to 
health and safety. Respondents may therefore have been more aware of the regulatory changes than 
many others. Despite these limitations, the results nevertheless provide insights into smaller firms’ 
knowledge of harmonisation, the preparation they had undertaken, and what still needs to be done to 
ensure good health and safety practice in smaller firms.  
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Table 1: Participants 
Sector Number of employees Size Interview 
Identifier 
Safety training and consultancy 1 Micro 3 
Electrical equipment repairs 15 Small 20 
Safety training and consultancy 16 Small 7 
Industrial leasing agent 18 Small 25 
Mineral exploration 18 Small 13 
Irrigation  20 Small 4 
Hay exporter 20 Small 30 
Painting contractors 25 Medium 22 
Mineral exploration 25 Medium 10 
Hospitality 25 Medium 2 
Maritime engineers 26 Medium 21 
Miniature railway 26 Medium 19 
Marine consultancy 27 Medium 31 
Engineering 28 Medium 26 
Mineral exploration 30 Medium 29 
Surveying 30 Medium 12 
Engineering fabrication 30 Medium 9 
High heat furnaces 53 Medium 15 
Engineering 60 Medium 28 
Construction 60 Medium 24 
Labour Hire Resources 75 Medium 6 
Salt mining 100 Medium 8 
Process salads and vegetables 120 Medium 18 
Building and construction 120 Medium 14 
Mining services 198 Medium 27 
 
